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Introduction 
 
School-based management, an education reform, has been touted to improve 
student achievement based on a philosophy that better decisions are made by those 
closest to the decision.  School achievement has also been linked in many studies to a 
quality school library media center (Lance 39).  The jury is still out on whether school-
based management improves student achievement, but what has not been looked at is 
how school-based management has affected the school library media center (SLMC).  
This study does not examine the success of school-based management in regard to 
student achievement, but does examine an ignored fallout of school-based management, 
the variation of budget allowances to the SLMC.  How have these variations in budget 
allocations affected elementary SLMC?  This research project seeks to determine if the 
implementation of school-based management in schools has resulted in improved 
resources in elementary SLMC through an increase in allocations for the library. 
School-based management is called by many names including site-based 
management, shared decision-making, restructuring, participatory decision-making and 
decentralization, to name a few.  School-based management has many variants and can 
vary from district to district and even school to school within a district.  Most school-
based management plans are typically based on a number of common beliefs: 
• Decisions should be at the lowest level. 
• The people responsible for implementing decisions should help make the 
decisions. 
• Teachers should play a major role in decisions that affect students. 
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• Schools will use resources more wisely when decisions are made at the 
building level. 
• Parents and the community should have a voice in the educational process. 
• Change is more effective and will last longer if there is a sense of 
ownership by the people carrying out the change (Chion-Kenney 2). 
 
Wake County Public School System is subject to the tenets put forth by the North 
Carolina Department of Public Instruction (State Board, I, 2).  By law all North Carolina 
schools must participate in school-based management; however, the law was written to 
give schools flexibility and local control, which accounts for the many variations (State 
Board, i, 2).  School-based management involves local schools making decisions about 
what affects their schools.  The philosophy or reason for school-based management is 
based on the premise that better decisions are made by the people closest to the decision 
and thus these decisions will positively affect student achievement.   Part of school-based 
management is school-based budgeting, which “decentralized fiscal decisions by putting 
them in the hands of principals and, often, teachers and community members (Peterson 
1).”   
 This research project will focus on the budgeting issues involved in the 
implementation of North Carolina's required school-based management program.  In 
North Carolina, each district is "allowed increased flexibility in the expenditure of state 
funds, in accordance with budget flexibility guidelines and may be granted waivers of 
certain laws, regulations, and policies that may inhibit their ability to reach local 
accountability goals (State Board)." Before 1996 North Carolina counties were required 
to spend specific amounts on various categories, such as books for the SLMC or 
textbooks.  The new budget flexibility allows each individual school to decide how it 
wants to allocate funds within the school under certain state guidelines.  This study plans 
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to look at how the budget for library books has changed in Wake County from a period 
before school-based management was enacted to the present. 
The Wake County Public School System (WCPSS) is located in the Piedmont of 
North Carolina and is a large metropolitan area with a 2000 census population of 655,642 
and land area of 832 miles.  Wake County is the fastest growing county in the state with 
an average annual growth of 3.4%.  Since 1990 it has grown and an amazing 47.3%.   As 
part of the Research Triangle, Wake County is listed in the top ten economic growth 
areas in the nation.   In 2001, WCPSS employed 11,789 full time employees with 6,372 
teachers.  The Superintendent is Bill McNeal, who rose from within the ranks and was 
much favored by the teachers to become Superintendent.  Wake County Public School 
System's enrollment for 2001-2002 was 101,397 students.  
 In the 2001-2002 school year, the county operated 125 schools:  79 elementary, 
25 middle, 16 high schools and 5 special optional schools.  Wake County rates these 
schools through End-of-Grade tests and achievement of goals set by the school.  Thirty of 
these schools were “Schools of Excellence,” a North Carolina designation that means that 
90% or more of the students attained level III or IV on end of grade tests and exceeded 
growth expectations.  Fifty-three schools in Wake County were “School of Distinctions,” 
which means that 89-89% attained level III and IV.  Wake County's goal is to have 95% 
of all students reaching level III and IV by 2003.   There are 49,635 elementary students, 
24,484 middle students and 27,278 high school students. One controversy between the 
WCPSS, School Board, County Commissioners and voters is the amount of per pupil 
expenditure.  In Wake County for the 2001-2002 school year the per pupil expenditure 
was $6,477.60.  Other similar school districts with lower personal income spend more per 
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student.  The total 2001-2002 budget of $623,260,485 is allocated as follows: 82% 
salaries and benefits, 9% purchased services, 6% supplies, 1% capital outlay, 1% other 
objects, and 1% transfers to charter schools.  Wake County is a large and diverse school 
system that on a finite budget has been striving to make sure no child is left behind.   The 
school system will continue to face difficulties as its enrollment is expected to increase to 
160,000 by 2020.   
Wake County Media Services is a part of the WCPSS Central Office 
Administration.  Media Services collects data from each SLMC at the end of each school 
year.  The data used in this study was taken from the Annual Media and Technology 
Report, the form used by each school library media coordinator to report information 
about the SLMC.  Media Center resources are defined as general library books for 
student use.  This research project intends to explore the impact that school-based 
management has had on the SLMC and its effects on the quality of Media Center 
resources. 
 
Literature Review 
School-based management is an educational reform that has been part of the 
pendulum that swings between centralization and decentralization of power in the history 
of public education in the United States (Cotton 1).  Past reforms would transfer power 
from big boards of education to small local boards and avoid giving the schools and 
teachers any power; school-based management provides power to the school and the 
teachers (Cotton 2).  According to Larry Cuban, most schools and school systems were 
predominantly small and locally operated at the turn of the century, but centralization 
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began as early as the 1800's in response to the industrial revolution (Cotton 5, Murphy 
94).  The Industrial Revolution created the need for more consistent quality education and 
specialized education (Murphy 94).  Corruption and favoritism at the local level led to 
more centralized school boards in an effort to reform city schools (Cotton 5, Tyack 6).  
Most centralized bureaucracies were developed between 1890 and 1920, as a way to 
reform city schools and then they became the model for consolidating rural education 
according to David Tyack in One Best System (6-7).  Proponents of centralization in 
rural schools saw it as a chance to increase the efficiency and quality of the education 
(Murphy 95).  Educators embraced the business revolution of scientific management 
when promoting centralization (Murphy 96).    
To look at the history of the development of school-based management, we must 
begin with John Dewey, who was one of the first to speak against centralization. In 1903 
in Democracy of Education, John Dewey said: 
What does democracy mean save that the individual is to have a share in 
determining the conditions and the aims of his own work and that on the whole, 
through the free and mutual harmonizing of different individuals, the work of the 
world is better done than when planned, arranged, and directed by a few, no 
matter how wise or of how good intent that few? How can we justify our belief in 
the democratic principle elsewhere, and then go back entirely upon it when we 
come to education? (197). 
 
Dewey pointed out that school boards had "tried to remedy one of the evils of democracy 
[corruption] by adopting the principle of autocracy," but centralization did not end 
corruption within school boards (195).  Dewey's school model called for teacher and 
student autonomy, which could not be met with the centralized bureaucracy of the school 
system (Tyack 197).  He thought that democracy was "both the means and the end for 
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education."  He was the first in 1903 to suggest that every teacher needed a voice in how 
the school was run (Murphy 98). 
Education and democracy are linked throughout the history of the United States.  
Thomas Jefferson said,  "If a nation expects to be ignorant and free, in a state of 
civilization, it expects what never was and never will be” (Candoli 3).  Many of the tenets 
of school-based management have their roots in democracy and the ideals of freedom as 
Dewey suggested, but school-based management is also about partnerships between 
educators, students, administrators, and the community to solve problems in the school.  
The Teacher Council Movement from 1909-1929 was the next to make the call 
for decentralization (Murphy 98).  Elmer Ortman in 1923 reported that school 
administrators and teachers had tried to "secure wider and more effective participation" in 
directing the policies of the school (Murphy 98-99).   Ironically, while the teacher council 
movement was calling for democratized decision-making, other groups were calling for 
centralization through scientific management (Murphy 99). 
The goals of the teacher council movement were for "the betterment of schools 
and the education of children" through "more workable policies" and the "improvement 
of educational workers in service through policy determining participation (Murphy 99)."  
The principles for using teacher councils were based on four hypotheses: 
• School policies should come from the "knowledge and experience of the 
workers in the school system." 
• Workers at the school have valuable suggestions. 
• Workers who participate in making policy will better understand and 
support the policies. 
• Employees will become better at problem solving by participating. 
(Murphy 100) 
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School-based management in some ways resulted from the scientific management 
movement.  Administrators embraced efficiency so rigidly that they could not react to the 
changes that needed to be made.  The bureaucracy of many school districts became so big 
and unwieldy that there was a call for decentralization (Candoli 10).  The impact of 
business on school decentralization should not be underestimated.  Teacher councils were 
very similar to worker councils in the labor movement (Murphy 100-101).  Industrial 
models that praised the "benefits of empowering factory workers to change their work 
roles gained widespread celebrity and credibility” (Cromwell 2).  Teacher councils were 
different from current site-based management practices because they did not involve the 
community (Murphy 103).   
The next movement, democratic administration, from 1930-1950 was the 
forerunner to modern school-based management plans (Murphy 103).  From 1930 to 
1944 reformers thought the schools could be used to form a more perfect union.  In 1942, 
W. G. Carr said that schools had extended social responsibilities and that a school "can be 
an effective teacher for democracy only to the extent that it recognizes for each member 
of the school community his right to share in determining school purposes (Murphy 104-
107)."  After World War II till 1950, proponents thought that the United States was 
already completely democratic so their efforts focused on preserving the status quo in 
schooling and elsewhere (Murphy 103).   
In business, scientific management was beginning to be questioned; Mary Parker 
Follett introduced participatory management (Murphy 106).  Studies in factories were 
beginning to show that a more democratic administration led to better and greater 
production (Murphy 106).  The democratic administration began to identify the 
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importance of the role of the community in education (Murphy 113).  In 1943, Edward 
Pajak, Chair of the Department of Educational Leadership at the University of Georgia, 
urged educators to give cooperative planning a chance and stated what should be obvious 
that "when people work together things happen that don't happen if you work alone" 
(Chion-Kenney 19).    School-based management has one thing in common with all the 
school reforms of the past, which is that politics and social pressures affected its 
implementation and popularity. 
The next reform wave was the Community Control Movement, which intensified 
during the 60's and 70's, according to Richard Weise and Joseph Murphy, and was the 
central source of the participatory rhetoric that had taken control of education in the 90's 
(116).  What is different about the community control movement versus the previous 
movements is that it "originated outside of education, its implementation frequently led to 
confrontation, [and] third, it had a broad range of diverse participants, including leaders 
of community groups; minority parents; academics; foundations; teacher unions; school 
administrators; and local, state and federal levels of the executive, judicial, and legislative 
branches of government” (Murphy 116-117). 
According to Boyd and O'Shea several events lead to community control 
becoming a school issue.  They identified these events as 
• Demographic changes in cities 
• Parents protesting low achievement in inner-city schools 
• Desegregation to improve student achievement 
• Slow pace of desegregation 
• Call for accountability of schools 
• Demands for restructuring of school boards 
• Alliance among minority leaders and influential whites 
• Decentralization adopted in many areas (363-364). 
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Three external factors that favored community control were the lack of successful 
integration of Northern urban schools and the frustration of black leaders, private 
foundation looking for ways to improve schools, and the federal government's 
community action programs (Murphy 120-122).  Reformers hoped that the benefits of 
community control would be "more accountability, more parent and community 
participation, more organic relation of schools to communities, more jobs for the 
community, more local leadership, improved legitimacy of the schools and ultimately 
improved student performance.” (Murphy 120-121). 
In response to community control, superintendents who feared "letting the 
passengers take over the ship" chose an alternative administrative decentralization with 
community advisors (Murphy 124-128).  Starting in 1966 into the 70's, decentralization 
and community control spread to other cities as a "possible solution of the ills of urban 
education" (Murphy 127).  By 1980, 64% of school systems with more than 50,000 
students were reported in a nationwide survey as decentralized (Murphy 127).  During 
this time most school systems with decentralization gave the illusion of community 
participation and embedded it in the public psychic, but little control was actually 
surrendered to the community (Murphy 128-130). 
Every state and community has a different history and took different steps for 
different reasons, but in North Carolina local control became an issue during the call for 
desegregation in the schools.  Local control was not promoted in North Carolina because 
it was better for students or the school, but to discourage a statewide civil suit by the 
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (Cecelski 25).  The North 
Carolina Pupil Assignment Act of 1955 delegated all control for public education to the 
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local school districts (Cecelski 25).   This was not the beginning of school-based 
management as we know it, but without local control, site-based management would not 
have been an option so this was a necessary first step. 
The return to local control has been demanded many times for numerous years.  
Educator, Flora Smalley, wrote in 1918: 
The struggle for democracy in the schools is nationwide; the struggle is not ended 
yet and will not be until the happy day when the teacher has the right to make the 
course of study which she uses, to choose the textbooks with which she works and 
to elect to office the people under whom and with whom she administers the 
school (Chion-Kenney 18).   
 
Have Flora Smalley's 1918 dreams come true? It is hard to say.  School-based 
management has many looks and many names; and it is implemented differently all over 
the country.  In some ways Flora Smalley's dreams have come to fruition with the advent 
of school-based management, but the course of study is usually still decided by the state 
or district.  Teachers now have a voice in site committees on which textbooks to buy, 
although this varies from community to community.  The authors Joseph Murphy and 
Lynn Beck concluded in 1995 that site-based management is more effective in theory 
than in practice (131).   
There is no standard version or model of school-based management.  
Schools operating under the rubric of site-based management have varying 
degrees of control and make some of all decisions about curriculum, 
instruction, personnel, and budget.  In addition, there is great variation in 
the way teachers and parents are being involved in planning and decision-
making (L. H. Wagstaff and K. S. Gallagher quoted in Murphy 8). 
 
Central to school-based management is Flora Smalley's quest that the people 
whom the decisions affect should have a responsibility in the decision making.  What 
influenced the jump from decentralization of administration with community 
involvement to the modern practice called school or site-based management?  By 1994, 
  14
 
66% of schools answering a nationwide survey by the American Association of School 
Administration had fully or partially implemented site-based management plans (Murphy 
6).  What forces were driving this reform? 
According to Reed, the driving force behind site-based management is the 
"overwhelming evidence that our educational system is not working effectively” (Reed, 
9).  Most reformers believe that school-based management can address many of the 
problems of an ineffective education system, such as "political disenfranchisement, the 
depersonalization of schooling, hierarchical management systems, a moribund production 
function and an absence of accountability” (Murphy 59).  Other conditions that drive 
school-based management as an educational reform are economic conditions influenced 
by our perceived ability to compete in world markets, the change in social fabric, which 
include demographics and poverty, and the move to a post-industrial society that includes 
the shift to a service society, more democratic management and the anti-bureaucracy 
trend (Murphy 59-80).   
What changes have the current school-based management reforms brought to the 
education system and have they made a contribution to the quality of student education?  
One of the goals of school-based management is that teachers and parents would be 
empowered and that this would result in better education and student performance 
(Murphy 137).  The evidence for this is mixed; empowerment of different players seems 
to be taking place and teachers have the perception that they are more involved in 
decision-making.  Local schools are now making decisions regarding personnel, budget 
and curriculum, but Tyack reports that the "overall distribution of power was rarely 
altered" (qtd. in Murphy 137-140).   
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  John Calvert in “The Dangers of School-Based Budgeting” says that school-
based management can easily become “principal-based budgeting” and those principals 
rarely share their power with teachers and the community (qtd. in Peterson 1).  Calvert 
also states that school-based management could cause disparities within school districts 
and cites the example of the Langley School District of Canada, “where five elementary 
schools decided to have no librarian [and] average per student library budgets for the 
district varied from $4.37 to $21.75 (qtd. in Peterson 1).”  Clement Lausberg thinks that 
central office “may need to ensure that schools do not neglect critical, low-profile 
services such as library maintenance (qtd. in Peterson 1).” 
In my own school-based management experience, I have seen various levels of 
power distribution.  At one school I witnessed a principal fill the school management 
team with "yes people" so that he could get his agenda passed without any conflict.  My 
experience was reflected in a recent study of western North Carolina school libraries by 
Carol Truett and Karen Lowe where they found that principals still control the budget 
even though there is a site-based management team (25).  Impact, the North Carolina 
standard for SLMC described below, states that the "budget process in North Carolina 
schools is implemented at the building level by site-based management teams whose 
members: discuss the needs of the entire school program, set overall goals and objectives, 
work with grade level teams and departments in developing budget needs lists, [and] 
generate a priority list for expenditures” (NCDPI, Impact, Program Administration, 14). 
The Truett and Lowe study found that as far as budgeting was concerned principals made 
the final budget decisions in 78.8% of the schools and in 92.6% of the schools had to 
approve all expenditures (Truett 21-22).   
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The recommended state guidelines for SLMCs published in Impact 2000 by the 
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction recommends that 60% of the 
instructional budget be used "to acquire materials of lasting value for the school library 
media center so that every student and teacher in the school can use them” (NCCPI, 
Impact, Teacher and Learning, 5).  For 2001-2002, the per pupil state allotment was 
$48.30, which would allow $28.98 for library books per student (Truett, 15).  This 
recommended allocation has obviously not been followed since some schools have had a 
$0 book budget since the onset of school-based management (Truett, 14).  The Lowe-
Truett study found that about 45% of the school libraries reported no book budget (17-
18).  The study went on to say that 53% of the libraries had less than $3,500 to spend on 
books, which is far below the recommended per pupil allotment (Truett, 18).  Their study 
concluded that many library media specialists were "not being given monies to fund even 
the most basic items needed to run their media centers efficiently, let alone effectively" 
since many did not have a budget for basic library supplies (Truett, 18-19).  
 In 1974, C. L. Greve, in his doctoral dissertation, found that the “most valuable 
predictor of student test scores were the number of volumes in the school library” (qtd. in 
Lance, Measuring 17).   In a series of studies, Keith Curry Lance has documented the 
relationship between high performing school and strong school libraries.  The widely 
cited Colorado study by Lance, Welborn and Hamilton-Pennell found that “students at 
schools with better funded libraries tend to achieve higher average test scores, whether 
their schools and communities are rich or poor and whether adults in the community are 
well or poorly educated” (Lance, Measuring 24).  Measuring up to Standards quotes the 
1996 California Task Force Report by S.D. Krashen and J. McQuillan’s Literary Crisis as 
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showing the correlation between low reading scores to the “deplorable state of its school 
and public libraries” (qtd. in Lance, Measuring 19).  The 1995 Access to Books by 
Allington, Guice, Baker, Michelson, and Li found that “high-income schools had 21.5 
books per student, whereas the low-income schools had 15.4 volumes” (qtd. in Lance, 
Measuring 19). 
It is well noted that a quality media program is necessary for a “quality education 
program (Hewitt 32).”  In 1980 Ernest L. Boyer, US Commissioner of Education, viewed 
the “library as essential to the advancement of education” (qtd. in Fite 92).  “Research 
verifies that students attending schools with well-funded libraries achieve higher average 
reading test scores, regardless of parental poverty or education, than those who don’t” 
(Snyder xvii).   The importance of studying the budgets of school media center has been 
recognized since the 1980’s.  A. E. Fite suggested back in the 1980’s that a “reduction in 
learning will occur when there is a reduction in the level of funding for media services” 
(93). 
The state of North Carolina has developed a plan, called The North Carolina 
Educational Technology Plan 2001-2005 “to enhance the teaching and learning processes 
within all schools” (NCETP, Vision).  This plan recommends continuous funding in the 
areas of media and technology: 
The most effective implementation of learning and instructional management 
technologies occurs when the funding program is continuous over a multiyear 
period.  Continuous funding facilitates the development of resources to be 
coordinated with staff development and infrastructure improvement.  Funding 
strategies and acquisition activities must be well-planned, organized, and 
coordinated (NCETP, Vision, Budget)." 
 
This plan calls continuous funding necessary in order to meet the goal of having North 
Carolina schools be “First in America in 2010”  (NCETP, Vision). 
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 The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction has also developed a set of 
standards for school library media specialists and technologists in Impact:  Guidelines for 
School Library Media and Instructional Technology Programs.  These guidelines are 
“recommended tenets on programs, personnel, budgets, resources, and facilities that will 
guide the building of a technology-rich learning environment” and reflect national, state 
and professional standards (NCDPI, Impact 2).  Impact states that the school media 
center budget should reflect: 
• The overall mission of the school 
• Long-range and short range goals and objectives of the school 
• Assessments of specific needs 
• Teaching methodologies and student learning styles 
• Strengths and weaknesses of existing informational and instructional 
resources 
• Regional and state accreditation standards 
• State and national guidelines and standards (including those developed by 
the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, the National Science 
Teacher Association, the American Association of School Librarians, the 
Association for Educational Communications and Technology, etc) 
• Priorities set by the school’s advisory committees in conjunction with 
teacher and student recommendations 
• Necessary cycle of replacement and updating of materials and equipment 
• Average cost of items 
• Total cost of ownership (TCO) (NCDPI, Impact, Program Administration, 
15) 
 
The above standards and vision statement provide the budgeting standards that 
North Carolina Public SLMC’s should be following.  The data I will examine will show 
for each school whether these standards are reflected in the school-based budgeting 
decisions made in WCPSS.  
 School Library Journal has published biannually a study for the past 20 years on 
the state of school library funding.  The study was started by Dr. Marilyn Miller and Dr. 
Barbara Moran and is a national survey of school libraries that gives regional and 
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national numbers for comparison.  Dr. Marilyn Miller and Dr. Marilyn Shontz published 
the most recent survey in October 2001.  This 2001 survey will also be used to compare 
budgetary trends nationally and regionally.  Miller and Shontz 1995-1996 survey touched 
on site-based management and revealed at that time SLMC budgets decreased 10%, 
increased 24% and stay the same the remaining 66% of the time under site-based 
management (Miller, Race 35). 
Research by Betty J. Hyatt in her doctoral dissertation, “Relationship between the 
Commitment and Role of the Elementary School Principal…” found that in general 
principals supported a “quality media program”, but their implementation varied from 
principal to principal (iii).   The study found that principals “lacked an understanding of 
quantitative standards for a quality educational media center program (Hyatt iii-iv).”  
Even back in 1985 the principal’s influence was noted in School Library Quarterly. 
Principal support for the school library media program has always been important since 
the principal “selects and evaluates the staff: the principal is accountable for the 
implementation of board policy; the principal can create the necessary environment to 
enable the teacher and teacher-librarians to work toward effective programs for resource-
based learning (Haycock 32).”  Today the principals’ power is even stronger since they 
now control the budget for the SLMC. 
The main purpose of this research project is to evaluate the funding levels before 
and after the implementation of school-based management in one North Carolina county 
to assure that adequate funding is being provided to the SLMC. 
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Methodology 
 
Sample Frame 
 Wake County Public School System has 79 elementary schools as of June 2003.  
In 1994, the beginning date for data collection in this study, there were 59 elementary 
schools.  Data from June of 1994 to July 8, 2003 available from Wake County Media 
Services are included in this study.  The inclusion of 2003 data was considered important 
since 2003 was the first year that Wake County Media Services had asked the school 
library media specialists to report other funds separate for book purchases and other 
purchases.  New schools with less than five years of data were excluded.  This left a 
sample size of 70 schools.  Table 1 shows the total number of schools that qualify for the 
study, the number in the sample, school data missing, and the number designated as 
“missing” for statistical purposes from the sample size of 70. 
Data was examined from 1994 to 2003.  Data listed for 1994 is for the 1993-1994 
school year and 1995 is the 1994-1995 school year and so forth.  All schools were not 
open all years and some schools were closed for renovations during certain years.  Some 
schools did not turn in their Annual Media and Technology Report at times perhaps due 
to a lack of a library media specialist at the school.  All efforts were made to include all 
available data from every elementary SLMC in Wake County for as many years as 
possible.  
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Table 1 
 
Study Sample of Elementary Schools in Wake County 
 
 
School 
Year 
Ending 
 
 
Total 
Number of 
Schools that 
qualify for 
study * 
 
Number in 
Sample 
 
Actual 
School Data 
Missing 
 
Number Designated 
“Missing” 
from 
Sample 
1994 59 59 0 11 
1995 59 58 1 12 
1996 60 57 3 13 
1997 65 63 2 7 
1998 66 63 3 7 
1999 66 61 4 9 
2000 70 67 3 3 
2001 70 69 1 1 
2002 70 70 0 0 
2003 70 69 1 1 
*Nine new schools were left out of study since they had less than 5 years of data 
 
Book acquisitions from a new school start up, which usually amounts to $140,000 
or more in one year, will be excluded to avoid skewing the data.  Capital funds, which are 
funds from a renovation or new school start up are also excluded since library media 
specialists are asked to report this separately, but a few may have been recorded in error.  
Each school in Wake County turns in a report called the Annual Media and Technology 
Report at the end of the school year to WCPSS Media Services.   This data was in the 
original paper format that the various library media specialists turned in to Media 
Services at the end of each school year for 1994-2002.  The 2003 data was obtained from 
Media Services from an Excel spreadsheet.  Jane Parker, Director of Media Services, 
Rusty Taylor, Lead Library Media Coordinator and Deb Bonner, Materials Specialists for 
Wake County, provided access to the data.  I have examined ten years of data for 
elementary schools from 1994-2003.   
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The data reported on these forms has changed over the years, however I have tried 
to keep data as consistent as possible.  Circulation data was available only for the years 
2000-2003.  The ABC performance composite scores were used as a measure of student 
achievement.  WCPSS calculates these scores from the average test score based on end-
of-grade tests in reading and math for each school and are used in the state’s ABC 
Accountability Program to rate schools (WCPSS, Measure 1).  Each school’s ABC rating 
is available on the Wake County Public School System's web site at 
http://www.wcpss.net/evaluation-research/reports/2002/0236_abc.pdf and is available 
from 1997-2002.   Data for the average age of books is available online on the North 
Carolina Department of Public Instruction website and is labeled the 2001-2002 Annual 
Media and Technology Report at 
<http://amtr.dpi.state.nc.us/amtr2002/districts/DistrictStart.asp> and was analyzed for the 
2001-2002 school year.    
 
Variables and Their Definitions 
The list below shows the categories for which data was collect: 
Books added per year 
Books withdrawn per year 
Total books on hand each year 
Book budget from school each year 
Amount of other funds each year 
Enrollment of students each year 
Total circulation per year (2000-2003) 
Number of principals from 1994-2002 
Number of library media specialists 1994-2002 
ABC rating (1997-2002) 
Average age of books (1992) 
Free and reduced lunch rates (2002) 
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For this paper, books added is the number of books that were added to the 
collection whether through donations, the book budget from school funds or the PTA 
budget.  These books may or may not be new depending on the source (ex. gifts or Wake 
County Public Library used books).  For 2003 if renovation capital funds were included 
in the books added, the book budget was divided by a conservative average book cost of 
$15 per book to come up with the number of books added to avoid skewing data; capital 
funds were excluded for prior years.   Books withdrawn are the number of general books 
withdrawn from the school’s libraries.  Books withdrawn were tracked to see if weeding 
has been an ongoing event and to help explain variations in data.  Total books on hand 
are defined as the number of general library books on hand in the SLMC available for 
student use.  Figures for all these variables have been taken from the Annual Media and 
Technology Report that the library media specialists fill out at the end of the year and are 
listed under "book, general” in three categories:  “added,” “withdrawn” and “total on-
hand” (WCPSS, Form). 
Book budget from school is the "amount of funds allocated for Media Resources 
processed through the Media Center from state, local and federal funds" (WCPSS, Form).  
This is the amount that comes from school-based funds from the instructional budget for 
1995-2003.  On the 1994 Media and Technology Report the budget was not broken down 
by source of funds.  Many library media specialists broke it down anyway and in those 
cases it was recorded as reported.  Amount of other funds are derived from the same 
report and is defined as funds "allocated for Media Resources processed through the 
Media Center from PTSA, grants, and other community agencies” (WCPSS, Form).  This 
figure was available from 1995-2003, as mentioned above.  Data for 1994 other funds 
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will be blank unless the library media specialist separated the figures.  In 2003, Media 
Services requested that other funds be separated into the amount for library books and the 
amount of funds used for other media resources.  For 2003 other funds was recorded as 
the amount of funds allocated to library books from other sources.  
Enrollment is the number of students that the library media specialist states on the 
Annual Media and Technology Report each year.  If this number was left blank, I 
checked the WCPSS profiles that are available for elementary schools from 2000 to 2003 
based on the number of students as of the 20th day of school and used this data.  
Circulation is the amount of books circulating in the SLMC for the school year and is 
available from 2000 to 2003.  Number of principals and number of library media 
specialists were calculated by recording for each year the principal and library media 
specialist that signed the Annual Media and Technology Report from 1994-2002.  They 
were then counted and entered into the database.  The ABC rating is the performance 
composite score for each school as determined by North Carolina End-of-Grade tests and 
was recorded from 1997-2002.  Students can receive a I, II, III or IV on the test. Wake 
County Public School System’s goal is to have 95% of students at or above grade level, 
which means they must score a III or IV on the test.  Students also need to continue to 
improve at level III and IV in order for a school to meet the school’s growth goals. 
The average age of books is based on the average publishing date of the materials 
in the SLMC.  This figure is derived by exporting publication data from the Athena 
cataloging system to an Excel spreadsheet to calculate the average age of books in each 
SLMC.  Athena is the cataloging system used by the WCPSS to automate their libraries.  
This figure is analyzed for the 2002 school year and was obtained from the North 
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Carolina Department of Public Instruction website on the Annual Media and Technology 
Report.  Free and reduced lunch rates were obtained from Wake County Public Schools 
website on the individual school profiles page and were analyzed for the 2001-2002 
school year.  This variable is an important indicator of low- income schools. 
All data were entered into an SPSS database for analysis.  SPSS was used to 
calculate for each year that data was available, total books on hand per student, total 
books added per student, book budget from school per student, book budget from school 
plus other funds per student, and circulation per student.  The mean, medium, and range 
are reported for all of the variables.  
The main question addressed in the study is, have expenditures for books in 
elementary SLMC changed since school-based management? 
Data for book budget from school was divided into three eras: 
Period 1: 1994-1996 - pre school-based management  
Period 2: 1997-1999 - intermediate period  
Period 3:  2000-2003 – full school-based management 
implementation. 
 
One of the reasons to examine by Period 2 and Period 3 was that according to Rusty 
Taylor of Wake County Media Services, initially expenditures for the SLMC did not 
deviate widely from past mandatory allocations, but as school-based management has 
taken root expenditures per school have varied greatly.   
The data was analyzed using a repeated measures test looking at book budget 
from school and book budget plus other funds.  I also looked for bivariate correlations 
evaluating the number of principals and library media specialists a school had and the 
amount of money budgeted for books.  Correlations between the ABC rating and number 
of books per student, circulation per student, free and reduced lunch percentages and 
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average age of books were also examined.  The results of these analyses are outlined in 
the next section. 
 
 
Results and Data Analysis 
 
The purpose of this study was to find the effects of school-based management on 
the elementary SLMC in Wake County.  One of the most visible effects of school-based 
management is the variation of budgets in different schools.  Before school-based 
management was instituted, a set dollar figure per student was allocated to purchase 
library books every year.  This figure varied from year to year based on the student 
population and in changes from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, but 
for the most part a library media specialist had a good idea about what he/she had to work 
with each year and could plan accordingly.  Since school-based management was 
enacted, this is no longer the case.  Most library media specialists now have no idea how 
much their budget will be from year to year or even if they will have a budget.   I worked 
at a school where no budget for the SLMC was provided until December.  For the 
proceeding five months at school, I bought supplies with my own money.  There is no 
quantitative way to measure the psychological and motivational factors that this lack of 
budgetary certainty has had, but one can look at how the new freedom of budgetary 
discretion has affected the SLMC book budget. 
As one can see from Table 2 and Fig. 1, the library book budget from the school 
has steadily decreased over the years.  Book budgets from the school peaked in 1995 and 
1996 for the mean and median and then have steadily crept downward.  These budget 
figures do not include Library Power funds, a special grant from the DeWitt Wallace-
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Reader’s Digest Fund aimed at improving elementary school libraries.    In the years for 
1994-1996 all schools had a minimal budget, but starting in 1999 some schools started 
receiving no book budget from the school at all under school-based management. 
 
Table 2 
 
 
1994-2003 Book Budget – Mean, Median, Standard Deviation and Minimum and     
Maximum 
 
 
 Statistics 
 
N 
  Valid Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
1994 Book 
budget 58 12 4531.48 3505.50 3215.70525 500.00 19053.00
1995 Book 
budget 58 12 6595.678 5026.50 4670.33998 1000.00 29000.00
1996 Book 
budget 56 14 5826.418 4256.00 4361.06340 1678.00 30235.00
1997 Book 
budget 61 9 5743.62 4000.00 4585.61268 1273.00 25825.00
1998 Book 
budget 58 12 5247.42 4076.14 3950.01169 875.00 20437.00
1999 Book 
budget 59 11 4725.25 4000.00 2880.75460 .00 13596.37
2000 Book 
budget 67 3 4326.97 3762.40 2760.19083 .00 12500.00
2001 Book 
budget 69 1 4225.40 3600.00 2788.27329 .00 12000.00
2002 Book 
budget 70 0 3828.10 3431.83 2889.04103 .00 15594.20
2003 Book 
budget 69 1 4386.87 3274.07 4098.86833 .00 24965.23
 
 
As one can see from Table 3, schools began to receive $0 budgets in 1996; in 
2002, six schools were without a book budget and nine schools had a book budget of a 
$100 or less. 
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Table 3 
 
Number of Schools with $0 Book Budget or ≤ $1000 
 
 
 
School Year Ending 
 
Number of Schools with 
$0 Book Budget 
 
Number of Schools with 
Book Budget ≤ $1000 
1994 0 2 
1995 0 1 
1996 0 0 
1997 0 0 
1998 0 0 
1999 2 4 
2000 2 6 
2001 0 6 
2002 6 9 
2003 3 8 
 
 Fig. 1 below shows the change in median book budgets from the school for all 
schools during the study period.  Following a high in 1995, there has been a gradual 
decline with the lowest amount in the most recent years.  The 1995 budget high was not 
due to the Library Power Funds, but may be due to the fact that the schools had to match 
the Library Power Funds.  Library Power Funds were excluded from the analysis, but the 
amount that the school, PTA or other civic organization matched was not excluded from 
other funds.  In order to qualify for the Library Power Grants, schools had to hire a full 
time Library Media Specialist, provide flexible scheduling, “spend their full allocation 
for book collections, an amount the Fund matched” (Focus, Giving).  These are just a few 
of the practices required by the Library Power Grant, but the matching funds account for 
the 1995 book budget peak shown in Fig. 1.  Wake County had twenty-one schools that 
received Library Power Grants.   
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Fig. 1.  1994-2003 Median Book Budget from School in dollars 
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By 2003, the median book budget from school has declined per school to $3,274 
and the mean to $4,387.  According to School Library Journal, the average cost of a 
library book has increased 21% since 1995 during the same period the median budget has 
decreased in Wake County by 35 % (St. Lifer).  In 1995, the average cost of a hardcover 
book for pre-K to 4th grade was $14.44 according to School Library Journal and for 2003 
it is now $17.45 (Miller, Race 25; St. Lifer).  While the average cost of a library book has 
continued to rise, the Wake County library media specialists spending power has 
dwindled. 
  30
 
Data for book budget from school was divided into three eras so that a repeated 
measures test could be applied to check for significance.  The null hypothesis is that the 
means of the following three budgetary periods are equal (u= u= u):     
Period 1: 1994-1996 - pre school-based management  
Period 2: 1997-1999 -  the intermediate period  
Period 3:  2000-2003 – full school-base management implementation. 
 
The analysis resulted in a highly significant differences among the means with F(2, 55) = 
9.53, p < .001.  Fifty-seven schools were in the sample for all three periods and the 
average change from period 1 (1994-1996) to period 2 (1997-1999) is equal to –$750.  
This change is not especially large with a (p = .096).  This was expected since during the 
first few years of school-based management, most principals did not deviate too much 
from the norms of the past.  The average change between period 1 and period 3 is highly 
significant and is equal to –$1,733 with a p < .001.  The average book budget in WCPSS 
declined on average $1,733 per school since the advent of school-based management.  
The average change from period 2 to period 3 is significant and is equal to -$983 with a p 
= .009.  See Table 4 below. 
 
Table 4 
 
Comparison of Book Budget from School Means for Three Time Periods   
 
  
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
1994, 1995, 1996 Mean 
Book Budget 5724.42 2902.44 57 
1997, 1998, 1999 Mean 
Book Budget 4973.93 2532.94 57 
2000,2001,2002,2003 
Mean Book Budget 3991.11 2130.18 57 
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The North Carolina Department of Instruction and researchers like Keith Curry 
Lance and others have repeatedly stated that a quality media program is important to 
educational improvement.  The Miller-Shontz survey 1995-1996 yielded a national mean 
expenditure of $4,272 for books in elementary schools from local funds (Miller, Shontz, 
Small Change 32).   Wake County exceeded this expenditure by over $1,450 during 
period 1 (1994-1996).  The most recent Miller-Shontz survey 1999-2000 reveals that the 
national mean expenditure for library books in elementary schools from local funds to be 
$5,330 (Miller-Shontz, New Money 54). Wake County’s expenditures for the same year 
were $1,003 less.  Compare with average expenditures for period 3 (2000-2003), Wake 
County is now $1,339 below the national average.  Wake County Library Media Centers 
have gone from being well above the national average in budget to significantly below it.   
Some principals have told Media Services that they do not have to allot money for 
books for the SLMC since they say the PTA will give funds.  National survey numbers 
for including all funding sources such as PTA, other gifts, and fundraising gives a mean 
expenditure of $10,305 and a median of $7,000 for the 1999-2000 school year (Miller-
Shontz, New Money 52).  The 2002-2003 school year is the first year Wake County 
Media Services has asked to have other funds be broken down by book expenditures.  
Adding book budget from school and other funds, which include PTA contributions, 
grants, community contribution and book fair funds; Table 5 shows a mean expenditure 
of book budget and other funds of $6,894.27 and a median of $5,708.82 for Wake 
County.    The county is 18% below the national median book expenditure and 33% 
below the national mean book expenditure.  When other funds are included, Wake 
County Public Schools are even further behind the national average. The principal’s 
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argument for not allocating funds to the SLMC does not hold weight.  Even with PTA 
contributions, one Wake County SLMC had a total book budget of only $862.   
 
 
Table 5 
 
2003 Book Budget, Other Funds and Book Budget plus Other Funds: Mean and 
Median 
 
  
N 
  Valid Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
2003 Book 
budget 69 1 4386.87 3274.07 4098.86833 .00 24965.23
2003 Other 
funds 69 1 2507.40 2278.74 2093.20970 .00 7898.00
2003 Book 
Budget plus 
Other Funds 
Spent on 
Books 
69 1 6894.27 5708.82 4637.79860 862.00 30260.18
 
 
 
Another hypothesis tested was whether or not there was a correlation between the 
number of books per student and increased circulation per student.  A two-tailed 
bivariate correlation test was used.   Early in the study an expected and significant 
positive correlation between the number of books per students and the circulation per 
student in the 2003 school year was found and is shown in Table 6. The Pearson 
correlation shows r(57) =.33, p < .05 which reflects a significant positive correlation 
between books per student and circulation per student.  I did not find this association 
with prior year (2000-2002) data. This could be due to the absence of the year-around 
schools early in the study.  On average, year-around schools have 20 to 25 % more 
students than traditional schools; the number of books in these schools per students is 
usually less than that in most traditional schools since approximately a quarter of the 
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students are tracked out at a time.  This hypothesis was proved true since near the end of 
the study when 2003 data was received for year-around schools.  This bivariate 
correlation test was repeated and the correlation was no longer significant. 
 
Table 6 
 
Correlations between 2003 Books per Student, Circulation per Student, Other 
Funds per Student and Book Budget per Student (Without year-around schools) 
 
 
  
 Correlations(a) 
 
    
2003 Book 
budget per 
student 
2003 
Circulation 
per student 
2003 Other 
funds per 
student 
2003 Books 
per student 
2003 Book 
budget per 
student 
Pearson Correlation
1 .301(*) -.219 .130
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .023 .102 .334
2003 Circulation 
per student 
Pearson Correlation .301(*) 1 -.104 .333(*)
  Sig. (2-tailed) 
.023 . .443 .011
2003 Other funds 
per student 
Pearson Correlation -.219 -.104 1 .273(*)
  Sig. (2-tailed) .102 .443 . .040
2003 Books per 
student 
Pearson Correlation .130 .333(*) .273(*) 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .334 .011 .040 .
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a  Listwise N=57 
 
 
Table 7 shows the mean and standard deviation and sample size for circulation 
per student, other funds per student and book budget per student.  These variables were 
examined using a 1 tailed bivariate correlation test to see if there was a positive 
correlation between book budget per student and circulation per student and a negative 
correlation between book budget per student and other funds per student. 
 
 
  34
 
 
Table 7 
 
2003 Circulation per Student, Other Funds Per Student and Book Budget per 
Student: Mean, Standard Deviation, and Sample Size 
 
  
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
2003 Book budget 
per student 6.4602 4.66538 69 
2003 Circulation per 
student 44.7871 15.93631 69 
2003 Other funds 
per student 4.0286 3.91832 69 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8 shows a significant positive correlation between circulation per student 
and book budget per student.  The Pearson correlation shows r(69) = .24, p = .02.  A 
positive association exists between circulation per student and book budget per student, 
which could be explained that as new books are added circulation rates increase.  Table 6 
also shows a significant positive correlation between other funds per student and books 
per student.   The Pearson correlation shows r(57) = .27, p < .05.  This was not significant 
with the addition of year-around schools into the database due to the same reasons as 
listed above.  This correlation along with negative correlation found between other funds 
per student and book budget per students show principals’ greater dependence on other 
funds to supplement the SLMC book budget.  The Pearson negative correlation between 
other funds per student and book budget per students shows r(69) = -.21, p = .04.   
Principals, library media specialists and site-based management committees need to be 
aware of these relationships and attentive to the needs of the library.   
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Table 8 
 
Correlations between 2003 Circulation per Student, Other Funds per Student and 
Book Budget per Student  
 
  
    
2003 Book 
budget per 
student 
2003 
Circulation 
per student 
2003 Other 
funds per 
student 
Pearson Correlation 1 .241(*) -.211(*) 
Sig. (1-tailed) . .023 .041 
2003 Book budget 
per student 
N 69 69 69 
Pearson Correlation .241(*) 1 -.050 
Sig. (1-tailed) .023 . .340 
2003 Circulation per 
student 
N 69 69 69 
Pearson Correlation -.211(*) -.050 1 
Sig. (1-tailed) .041 .340 . 
2003 Other funds per 
student 
N 
69 69 69 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
 
 
Table 9 shows the mean, standard deviation, and sample size of the next set of variables 
to be examined:  2002 Average Age of Books, ABC Rating, and Free and Reduced 
Lunch Rates. 
 
Table 9 
 
2002 Average Age of Books, ABC Rating, and Free and Reduced Lunch Rates:  
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Sample Size 
 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
2002 ABC rating 89.291 5.7606 70 
2002 average age of 
books 11.5286 3.70554 70 
2002 Free & Reduced 
Lunch Rate 28.9000 12.93030 70 
 
Another hypothesis examined was whether there is a negative correlation between 
the 2002 ABC composite scores and the average age of books in the SLMC.  I found a 
significant negative correlation between the 2002 average age of books and the 2002 
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ABC composite scores.   Table 10 shows the Pearson Correlation using a one-tailed test 
as r (70) = -.23, p = .03.  The average increase in the age of books is negatively 
associated with the ABC composite score.  A highly significant positive correlation 
between the free and reduced lunch percentage and the average age of books was also 
revealed with a Pearson Correlation  of r(70) = - .296, p < .01.  Schools with greater 
number of students eligible for free and reduced lunch (lower income) show a positive 
association with older book collections in the SLMC.  Poorer schools may not have the 
other funds to supplement the book collection or may not have parents who demand a 
more current book collection. 
Table 10, of course reveals the well known highly significant negative correlation 
between the high percentage of free and reduced lunch students and lower ABC 
composite scores.  My data replicated this finding with a Pearson Correlation of r(70) =  
-.711, p < .001.   
 
Table 10 
 
Correlations between 2002 Average Age of Books, ABC Rating, and Free and 
Reduced Lunch Rates 
 
    
2002 ABC 
rating 
2002 average 
age of books 
2002 Free & 
Reduced 
Lunch Rate 
Pearson Correlation 1 -.230(*) -.711(**)
Sig. (1-tailed) . .028 .000
2002 ABC rating 
N 70 70 70
Pearson Correlation -.230(*) 1 .296(**)
Sig. (1-tailed) .028 . .006
2002 average age of 
books 
N 70 70 70
Pearson Correlation -.711(**) .296(**) 1
Sig. (1-tailed) .000 .006 .
2002 Free & Reduced 
Lunch Rate 
N 
70 70 70
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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 Examining the mean and median values for book budget from school per student 
over 10 years, some dramatic differences can be seen between book budgets before 
school-based management and book budgets after school-based management.  Library 
Power Funds were listed under other funds or a separate line item depending on the year.  
School library media specialists were instructed to list only school book budget funds 
under book budget, but some may have inadvertently reported them there.  Matching 
funds given from the PTA would only affect the other funds category, not the book 
budget from the school. 
 Library Power funds peaked in the 1995-1996 school year in Wake County, but 
the highest mean book budget per student was in the 1994-1995 school year.   Table 11 
shows the 1995-1996 school year, which is the last full year without school-based 
management.  The mean expenditure is $8.70 per student and the median is $7.19 per 
student.  The 2003 data reveals a mean of $6.46 and median of $5.48.  The mean book 
budget per student has decreased 26% and the median has decreased 24% in seven years.   
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Table 11 
 
1994-2003 Book Budget from School per Student:  Sample Size, Mean, Median, 
Standard Deviation, Minimum and Maximum in Dollars 
 
  
 
  N Mean Median 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 
  Valid Missing           
1994 Book 
budget per 
student 
57 13 7.12 5.93 5.66156 .76 40.97
1995 Book 
budget per 
student 
58 12 9.67 7.57 5.79027 1.58 28.38
1996 Book 
budget per 
student 
55 15 8.70 7.19 5.19165 2.83 29.35
1997 Book 
budget per 
student 
60 10 8.66 5.93 6.29848 1.81 31.11
1998 Book 
budget per 
student 
55 15 7.53 6.53 5.04931 2.69 26.58
1999 Book 
budget per 
student 
57 13 6.83 6.09 4.13340 .00 17.98
2000 Book 
budget per 
student 
67 3 6.40 6.01 3.81577 .00 19.30
2001 Book 
budget per 
student 
69 1 6.45 5.87 4.20907 .00 24.75
2002 Book 
budget per 
student 
70 0 5.91 5.40 4.30372 .00 25.90
2003 Book 
budget per 
student 
69 1 6.46 5.48 4.66538 .00 26.28
 
 
 
 Fig.  2 shows the dramatic decrease of the book budgets per student even while 
book prices have continued to rise.   
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Fig. 2. Mean of Book Budget from School per Student from 1994-2003 in Dollars 
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I had originally thought that I would find that some SLMC budgets would be 
improved under school-based management.  In the school years ending 1994-1996 there 
was an average of 13.7 schools having budgets above $10 per student.  In 1997 to 1999, 
the first few years of school based management there was an average of 11.3 schools 
having budgets of over $10 per student.  Finally from 2000-2003 the average number of 
schools having budgets above $10 per student was 10.25.  Only one public elementary 
school in Wake County was close to the DPI recommendation of 60% of the instructional 
budget be used “to acquire materials of lasting value for the school library media center” 
(Impact, Teacher and Learning).   Table 12 shows the book budget per student by school 
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shown for each case to illustrate the disparities between schools and the variation from 
year to year. In the 2002-2002 school year, 45.7% of the SLMCs in Wake County have 
$5 or less per student for a book budget.  In the 2002-2003 school year this figure 
increased and 50.7 % of the SLMCs in WCPSS had a book budget of less than $5.  In 
1999-2000 school year, the national per student book budget mean for books in the 
Media Center was $11.41 (Miller, New 54).  In the 2001-2002 school year, 94.3% of the 
schools in Wake County were below this. Only four schools had over $11.41 per student 
book budget.  The 2002-2003 school year budgets revealed that 87% of the schools were 
below the 1999- 2000 national per student book budget! 
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Table 12 
 
1994-2003 Book Budget per Student by School 
 
  
 School 1994  1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  2003 
1 7.46 15.91 15.00 9.28 7.77 . . 11.33 6.63 12.08
2 . 9.09 8.67 8.66 9.76 9.63 11.26 9.09 10.00 10.57
3 . 7.12 3.64 4.38 2.88 6.08 2.08 2.13 2.30 2.06
4 . . . . . 6.46 6.77 7.22 .22 4.05
5 4.25 12.00 4.47 8.13 6.53 4.94 7.83 12.87 9.18 13.77
6 7.10 4.92 4.67 6.86 6.92 5.41 2.73 4.71 4.44 2.78
7 7.18 6.74 5.77 7.97 8.37 17.92 2.02 . 8.42 3.12
8 9.19 9.24 . 8.42 6.74 8.39 9.71 11.36 6.34 7.47
9 3.39 7.39 7.36 7.36 . . 8.58 3.99 18.54 7.95
10 4.83 6.84 16.00 20.98 10.06 6.63 10.59 11.01 11.06 2.09
11 5.53 6.87 11.88 5.41 5.75 . 11.63 .40 7.62 7.79
12 3.57 11.61 11.05 3.29 3.17 3.63 3.83 3.20 2.16 4.86
13 40.97 22.78 5.83 5.53 5.55 5.66 5.71 5.87 5.45 3.84
14 5.84 5.90 16.71 19.04 9.51 . 9.58 9.52 8.86 10.79
15 4.53 4.41 4.00 31.11 8.35 7.75 .00 .00 .00 .
16 . . . 17.92 3.68 4.51 5.45 10.90 4.07 6.29
17 . . . . . 7.47 15.76 9.30 11.43 12.69
18 5.10 5.12 6.67 14.10 6.02 6.70 6.94 6.41 8.51 4.38
19 1.47 10.36 3.10 2.00 3.00 3.03 3.01 2.84 3.17 9.69
20 5.41 5.64 5.38 5.77 6.03 8.85 8.61 8.57 9.70 5.78
21 3.01 7.39 3.76 3.91 3.66 3.33 6.93 4.12 7.89 9.72
22 7.49 7.75 5.57 4.48 8.02 17.21 7.70 5.18 3.73 8.73
23 9.23 12.68 7.19 17.78 6.77 6.75 5.53 7.95 7.69 10.47
24 5.67 7.15 17.08 5.05 4.41 . 2.72 2.65 .00 2.75
25 . . . 13.27 15.77 3.50 3.11 .68 .31 8.13
26 . . . 5.87 4.78 7.12 7.34 6.68 6.23 4.29
27 . . . . 26.58 .00 5.12 5.63 7.12 15.52
28 6.30 6.21 5.69 1.85 3.89 3.77 4.29 5.14 4.31 2.80
29 5.07 5.49 . . . . .00 4.58 4.79 3.29
30 . . . . 20.41 6.40 .12 5.89 .00 1.74
31 6.30 17.13 5.69 5.86 6.78 6.96 4.25 6.07 5.77 5.81
32 4.33 5.33 6.76 10.07 14.10 . . 5.00 7.94 12.27
33 1.69 1.58 . 2.92 2.99 4.90 5.97 1.59 4.22 3.05
34 4.46 5.48 5.57 5.54 2.91 4.68 2.23 3.27 .00 .00
35 6.99 8.10 8.06 6.00 22.54 3.13 3.13 6.66 4.00 6.12
36 2.52 13.26 29.35 4.21 4.11 3.81 3.78 3.81 3.17 2.83
37 4.78 4.49 7.74 . . . 10.59 6.96 4.72 3.55
38 5.76 26.23 7.33 5.43 5.27 4.49 4.19 3.73 4.99 2.33
39 8.47 9.07 9.16 25.66 7.35 9.36 10.17 8.67 9.88 10.37
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 School 1994  1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  2003 
    
40 9.74 19.77 14.80 15.97 10.27 7.33 6.27 7.11 5.36 .00
41 14.85 6.37 4.24 4.53 6.79 8.56 6.25 10.10 8.90 7.78
42 5.09 5.11 4.74 5.31 5.89 5.88 6.01 5.50 5.53 4.73
43 3.61 3.18 4.11 3.25 3.63 2.83 3.16 6.97 3.35 .91
44 . . . 1.81 . 3.83 4.50 4.64 16.18 26.28
45 8.11 16.18 5.06 24.21 2.73 .00 1.75 5.07 5.02 3.24
46 . . . . . 4.89 4.50 5.81 5.00 2.23
47 6.24 9.42 7.61 10.32 7.56 17.98 12.57 2.02 6.38 4.83
48 10.00 15.66 5.44 4.58 5.10 5.21 2.82 9.55 2.76 9.47
49 6.80 6.73 9.25 14.07 . 1.59 7.43 24.75 5.45 8.27
50 6.73 6.58 6.26 6.40 6.73 10.91 19.30 7.52 7.25 8.03
51 5.83 4.53 3.21 3.16 . 9.05 8.00 17.25 .00 11.24
52 5.93 10.26 9.54 5.41 6.12 5.85 6.36 7.32 7.56 9.61
53 9.64 12.68 15.44 18.23 . . 1.64 6.82 7.76 7.31
54 7.27 3.11 2.83 8.14 2.69 . 2.98 2.78 .00 3.99
55 5.12 24.91 5.22 5.23 4.95 . 6.74 1.00 5.19 1.41
56 10.91 8.99 11.35 11.27 10.39 7.46 9.04 8.63 7.54 12.24
57 . . . . . 14.79 10.06 2.41 8.92 14.97
58 7.27 7.08 18.71 7.98 . 6.94 9.58 7.52 4.36 8.45
59 22.40 . 16.52 3.14 . 3.57 5.43 9.88 25.90 .00
60 4.71 13.97 5.18 5.22 4.60 6.09 13.56 16.37 3.53 3.08
61 4.73 8.85 9.67 11.10 9.25 9.78 10.20 10.15 6.68 5.79
62 4.39 5.70 10.46 4.12 4.26 5.17 2.43 4.04 5.63 5.48
63 . . . 3.49 19.78 .72 3.34 2.94 1.29 .57
64 12.13 12.17 . 12.50 . 13.68 12.55 9.65 9.92 14.93
65 8.19 28.38 4.83 8.79 6.88 8.25 4.97 2.99 3.48 4.92
66 4.43 4.23 12.87 5.70 2.99 . . 3.20 3.98 6.99
67 6.56 11.71 9.09 . 10.00 . 7.39 1.01 3.30 3.30
68 8.80 8.70 18.53 6.90 5.37 5.87 8.89 3.01 3.65 4.92
69 .76 10.45 7.28 4.50 7.65 17.77 4.37 4.49 3.39 3.13
70 7.59 6.91 6.90 . . 6.98 7.28 9.25 5.63 1.85
Total N 57 58 55 60 55 57 67 69 70 69
  Mean 7.12 9.67 8.70 8.66 7.53 6.83 6.40 6.45 5.91 6.46
  Median 5.93 7.57 7.19 5.93 6.53 6.09 6.01 5.87 5.40 5.48
  Min. .76 1.58 2.83 1.81 2.69 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
  Max. 40.97 28.38 29.35 31.11 26.58 17.98 19.30 24.75 25.90 26.28
 
 
  
Table 12, shows the major changes in annual book budgets at each school in the 
study.  School #15 has not had a book budget since 1999 and it has not reported whether 
it received one this year.  School 59 went from having the highest per pupil book budget 
in Wake County in 2002 to a $0 book budget in 2003.  Library media specialists cannot 
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adequately plan with these kinds of radical variations from year to year and their 
collection will be weighted heavily for one year with nothing for the next. 
Despite this discouraging news about the book budgets in WCPSS, the number of 
books per student has increased while book budgets have decreased.  Since the beginning 
of school based management  mean number of books per student has increased by 44% 
since 1996 as reflected in Table 13.   
 
Table 13 
 
1994-2003 Library Books per Student: Sample Size, Mean, Median, Mean, 
Standard Deviation, Minimum and Maximum  
  
 
  N Mean Median 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 
  Valid Missing           
1994 Books 
per student 58 12 12.37 11.76 2.94900 7.56 19.71
1995 Books 
per student 58 12 12.61 12.14 2.73814 8.33 19.24
1996 Books 
per student 56 14 13.44 12.84 3.77070 8.34 32.22
1997 Books 
per student 61 9 14.19 13.73 4.30939 8.35 28.59
1998 Books 
per student 60 10 14.53 13.81 4.68991 7.68 30.67
1999 Books 
per student 59 11 16.18 15.01 5.02686 7.91 30.08
2000 Books 
per student 67 3 17.11 16.21 5.47661 8.43 30.59
2001 Books 
per student 69 1 17.91 16.37 6.01143 9.68 36.80
2002 Books 
per student 70 0 18.75 17.87 6.42130 7.85 44.01
2003 Books 
per student 69 1 19.37 19.02 7.13688 7.25 49.25
 
 
 
This seeming anomaly needs explaining.  For one thing 70% of the collections in Wake 
County Media Centers are over 10 years old as shown by Table 14 and 15.   Many 
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schools take books instead of money from book fairs and some receive free books from 
the Wake County Public Library discards. Some library media specialists run birthday 
book programs or seek book donations.  According to Eric Smith with the Wake County 
Public Libraries, school library media specialists are offered first chance at their 
withdrawn books.  This practice began during the 1994-1995 school year.  Many library 
media specialists now supplement their collections with used public library books.  The 
public library did not have exact figures on how many books the library media specialists 
take on behalf of their school, but Bill Smith of the Wake County Friends of the Library 
said the number has increased greatly over the years.  One reason is the selection of 
books to choose from has doubled since the 1994-1995 school year.   
One hypothesis to explain the increasing number of books per students is that 
library media specialists have become more creative and innovative in their quest for 
books for the library since the budgets have decreased while book prices have increased.  
One librarian told me that she goes to “book dumps,” stores that buy remaindered books 
and overstock from publishers and sell them cheaply, such as Book Warehouse and 
Green Valley Book Fair.  The school then catalogs the books in house to make the book 
budget go further.   
  
Table 14  
 
2002 Average Age of Books:  Mean, Median, Standard Deviation, Minimum and 
Maximum 
 
  
N 
Valid Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
70 0 11.5286 11.0000 3.70554 5.00 27.00
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Table 15  
 
2002 Distribution and Frequency Chart of Average Age of Books 
 
 
 
2002 average age of books 
 
  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
5.00 1 1.4 1.4 1.4 
6.00 4 5.7 5.7 7.1 
7.00 2 2.9 2.9 10.0 
8.00 8 11.4 11.4 21.4 
9.00 6 8.6 8.6 30.0 
10.00 9 12.9 12.9 42.9 
11.00 6 8.6 8.6 51.4 
12.00 10 14.3 14.3 65.7 
13.00 6 8.6 8.6 74.3 
14.00 6 8.6 8.6 82.9 
15.00 3 4.3 4.3 87.1 
16.00 4 5.7 5.7 92.9 
17.00 2 2.9 2.9 95.7 
18.00 1 1.4 1.4 97.1 
20.00 1 1.4 1.4 98.6 
27.00 1 1.4 1.4 100.0 
Valid 
Total 70 100.0 100.0   
 
 
 
Table 15 and Fig. 3 show that the majority of the schools’ collections fall between 
nine and thirteen years old. 
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Fig. 3 2002 Average Age of Books by School 
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Another factor is that the books added per year have not really changed 
dramatically as shown by Table 16.  The number of books added per student peaked 
during the Library Power Grants when 21 Wake County elementary school received 
grants of approximately $10,000  or more.  This affected the data predominantly 1995-
1997.   
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Table 16 
 
1994-2003 Books Added per Student:  Sample Size, Mean, Median, Mean, Standard 
Deviation, Minimum and Maximum 
  
 
 
  N Mean Median Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
  Valid Missing           
1994 Books 
added per 
student 
55 15 .8117 .6574 .70807 .11 4.02
1995 Books 
added per 
student 
57 13 .9421 .7631 .59534 .20 2.97
1996 Books 
added per 
student 
53 17 1.2071 .8883 1.01229 .15 4.69
1997 Books 
added per 
student 
59 11 1.4016 1.0136 1.54516 .31 10.80
1998 Books 
added per 
student 
55 15 1.0053 .6871 1.11570 .07 7.82
1999 Books 
added per 
student 
53 17 .8942 .6638 .60127 .00 2.78
2000 Books 
added per 
student 
67 3 .9540 .6845 .68920 .09 3.47
2001 Books 
added per 
student 
68 2 1.1186 .9567 .77601 .19 3.97
2002 Books 
added per 
student 
70 0 1.1479 .8811 1.01542 .14 5.67
2003 Books 
added per 
student 
69 1 1.1882 .9918 1.00738 .18 6.27
 
 
 
 
Another possible explanation for the increasing number books despite the 
decrease in book budget is that many of the PTA groups and other grants are helping to 
make up the difference.  The 2002-2003 school year is the first time that Wake County 
Media Services asked to have other fund expenditures separated by print resources and 
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other on the Media and Technology Report.  No other year can be used for comparison as 
in the past other funds have been used for author visits or for computers.  Some library 
media specialists noted this in the margins so I know much of this money was not for 
books alone. For 2003 the mean book budget plus other funds was $10.49 and the median 
$9.54 as shown in Table 17.  Even with other funds included this is not enough to explain 
the average one book per student that is being added to the Media Center a year since the 
average cost of a book for 2003 is 17.45 (St. Lifer).  The increasing number of books per 
student is more because of the effects of an aging library collection.  Newer schools have 
far less books per students than the older schools.   
 
Table 17 
 
2003 Book Budget from School plus Other Funds per Student:  Sample Size, Mean, 
Median, Standard Deviation, Minimum and Maximum in Dollars 
  
 
 
N 
Valid Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
69 1 10.49 9.54 5.42409 2.09 31.85
 
 
 
Tables 18 shows the mean and standard deviations for the set of 2002 variables 
examined for correlations: circulation per student, circulation per school, number of 
principals, number of library media specialists, ABC composite score, and average age 
per book.  The possibility of a correlation between the number of principals and library 
media specialists a school has had between 1994-2002 and their book budget per student 
was explored.  I did not find this correlation, but I found some other unexpected 
correlations.  Table 19 shows several correlations found.  An expected negative 
correlation was found between circulation per student and the number of library media 
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specialists.  A higher turnover of library media specialists at a school results in a lower 
circulation per student.  This is significant at r(70) = -.24, p = .02.   
I had hoped to find a significant positive correlation between the 2002 ABC rating 
and the 2002 circulation per student.  I found a suggestive relationship with a Pearson 
Correlation  of r(70) = .17, p = .08.  This was not significant, but it does suggest a 
positive correlation between increased ABC composite scores and increased circulation. 
Circulation per school and ABC rating produced a very strong highly significant positive 
correlation between the circulation per school and the ABC composite score per school.  
This was significant  at r(70) = .362, p = .001.  As WCPSS makes strides to reach its goal 
of 95% of the students at or above grade level the SLMC needs to be a key player in this 
quest especially since increased circulation per school has a positive relationship with 
increased ABC composite scores. 
 
Table 18 
 
2002 Circulation per student, Circulation, Number of Principals, Number of 
Library Media Specialists, ABC Rating, and Average Age per Book: Mean, 
Standard Deviation, and Sample Size   
 
 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
2002 Circulation per 
student 42.7 14.45097 70 
2002 circulation 28582 13414.419 70 
# of Principals 1.5 1.18863 70 
# of Media Specialists 1.7 1.28448 70 
2002 ABC rating 89.3 5.7606 70 
2002 average age of 
books 11.5 3.70554 70 
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Table 19 
 
Correlations between 2002 Circulation per student, Circulation, Number of 
Principals, Number of Library Media Specialists, 2002 ABC Rating, and 2002 
Average Age per Book 
 
   
2002 
Circulation 
per student 
2002 
circulation 
# of 
Principals 
# of Media 
Specialists 
2002 
ABC 
rating 
2002 
average 
age of 
books 
2002 
Circulation per 
student 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 .743(**) -.084 -.239(*) .172 -.006
  Sig. (1-tailed) . .000 .244 .023 .077 .479
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
2002 
circulation 
Pearson 
Correlation .743(**) 1 -.234(*) -.174 .362(**) -.109
  Sig. (1-tailed) .000 . .026 .075 .001 .185
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
Number of 
Principals 
Pearson 
Correlation -.084 -.234(*) 1 .325(**) -.304(**) .263(*)
  Sig. (1-tailed) .244 .026 . .003 .005 .014
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
Number of 
Library Media 
Specialists 
Pearson 
Correlation -.239(*) -.174 .325(**) 1 -.020 .204(*)
  Sig. (1-tailed) .023 .075 .003 . .436 .045
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
2002 ABC 
rating 
Pearson 
Correlation .172 .362(**) -.304(**) -.020 1 -.230(*)
  Sig. (1-tailed) .077 .001 .005 .436 . .028
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
2002 average 
age of books 
Pearson 
Correlation -.006 -.109 .263(*) .204(*) -.230(*) 1
  Sig. (1-tailed) .479 .185 .014 .045 .028 .
  N 70 70 70 70 70 70
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
 
 
 
 Table 19 also shows a highly significant positive correlation between the number 
of library media specialists and the number of principals a school has had from 1994-
2002.  The correlation was significant at  r(70) = .325, p < .01.  This was a correlation 
that I wasn’t really looking for, but it makes sense.  I have observed at several schools 
that library media specialists and principals frequently move together.  A significant 
negative correlation between the number of principals a school has had and the school's 
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ABC composite rate also appears.  This may mean that principals do not last long at 
schools with lower ABC ratings or it may mean that the WCPSS is rotating principals 
around in an attempt to improve the ABC rating.  
There was also a significant correlation between the average age of books and the 
number of principals a school has had.  As the number of principals increases there is a 
positive correlation with an increase in the average age of books, r(70) = .263 = .01.  This 
fact underscores the point that the principal is one of the most important persons in the 
school and exerts influence over many different areas. 
 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Timothy Snyder said in these tight budget times that library media specialists 
must spend wisely and economically (83).  As a former administrator, Synder feels that 
library media specialists who spend well have more to show for it and are more likely to 
receive more money as they earn the principal’s respect and trust (Synder 83).  This is 
definitely true in these times of declining book budgets.  Wake County Public Schools 
are being faced with more budget cuts and principals must make tough decisions on how 
to allocate this money.  The Wake County Public School System data revealed that there 
was a 30% drop in mean book budget from period 1, 1994-1996 to period 3, 2000-2003.  
This finding was highly significant and shows that one of the major impacts of school-
base management has been a negative effect on the elementary SLMC’s book budget.   
Large disparities are developing in budget and resources among the SLMCs in the 
Wake County Public School System.  More affluent schools with smaller free and 
reduced lunch populations can spend their funds on library books, while poorer schools 
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with larger free and reduced lunch populations must spend more funds on students who 
are below grade level.  I expected and found a significant positive correlation between the 
number of books per students and the circulation per student in the 2003 school year.   I 
also found a significant positive correlation between circulation per student and book 
budget per student.   State and county government and the school administrators need to 
be aware of these relationships and help fund book budgets for the SLMC. 
 Another significant positive correlation was found between other funds per 
student and books per student.   Principals are relying more on other funds to supplement 
the SLMC book budget or to even take its place.  This is also reflected in the negative 
correlation found between other funds per student and book budget per students.  Library 
media specialists need to be able to depend on a minimal dollar amount each year in 
order to build a strong collection.  Perhaps site-based management committees will 
realize the problem and increase the allocation to the SLMCs; however, actions to date 
are not encouraging.  Other funds should be to supplement the SLMC budget, not take 
the place of it. 
In my opinion, the Department of Public Instruction or the WCPSS 
Administration should take a leadership role and set a minimal dollar figure per student 
for the book budget in the SLMC.  This should be followed by a stronger 
recommendation that site-based management committees follow the recommended 
IMPACT funding guidelines for technology and media services.  A required minimal 
book budget would allow library media specialists to plan quality SLMC collections.  
Free used books from the public library will not help the library media specialist build a 
quality up to date collection that is centered around the curriculum.  Six schools had $0 
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SLMC book budgets in 2001-2002; setting a minimum required book budget would 
definitely help library media specialists who are given a $0 book budget year after year.  
The problem of the aging collection will continue to worsen in the SLMC and 
may well affect Wake County’s ABC test scores unless a change is made.   As the 
average age of books increases in the SLMC the ABC composite score is apt to decline as 
well.  There is also a high positive association between the free and reduced lunch 
percentage and the average age of books.  The disparity among  poorer schools and richer 
schools will intensify  as the collections age without the other funds to supplement the 
book budget.   The well known highly significant negative correlation between the high 
percentage of free and reduced lunch students and lower ABC composite scores was 
replicated in the Wake County data.   Wake County does not need to compound this 
problem with low book budgets and aging collections in poorer schools.  
 Poorer schools need additional supplements for their SLMCs.  In the past, Wake 
County Media Services had funds at their discretion that they could give to the neediest 
SLMCs.  Media Services are in contact with the library media specialists and visit the 
SLMCs.  They are in the best position to know which SLMCs need additional help that 
they are not getting on the school management level.   I recommend that there be a return 
to this practice to help with the inequities that are occurring in the various SLMCs across 
the county. 
Circulation rates per school have a strong positive relationship with ABC 
composite scores.  In addition, students at level III and IV on End-of –Grade tests must 
continue to improve in order for a school to meet its ABC growth goal.  It will be 
necessary to enrich and challenge these students for them to continue to improve.   The 
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school library media center plays an important role in this quest to achieve higher test 
scores by teaching higher order thinking skills.  
School-based management has not improved the majority of the SLMC in Wake 
County.  From 1995 to 2003, the median book budget received from the school budget 
has declined by 35%  while the average cost of a library book has increased 21% during 
the same period (St. Lifer; Miller, Race 25).  At the beginning of this study, I thought that 
I would find that some SLMC budgets were better off under school-based management.  
In the school years ending 1994-1996 there was an average of 13.7 schools having 
budgets above $10 per student.  In 1997 to 1999, the first few years of school based 
management there was an average of 11.3 schools having budgets of over $10 per 
student.  Finally in 2000-2003 the average number of schools having budgets above $10 
per student was 10.3.   A few schools are doing better in regards to book budgets than 
they were before the beginning of site-based management, but the majority of schools are 
not.   
Only one public elementary school in Wake County was close to the DPI 
recommendation that 60% of the instructional budget be used “to acquire materials of 
lasting value for the school library media center” (Impact, Teacher and Learning).   Close 
to 46% of the elementary SLMCs in Wake County have $5 or less per student for a book 
budget.  In the 1999-2000 school year, the national per student book budget mean in the 
SLMC was $11.41 (Miller, New 54).  In the 2001-2002 school year, 94.3% of the schools 
in Wake County were below this.   With the median book budget of $5.48 per student, 
which is lower than it was ten years ago, disparities among the schools will continue to 
worsen.  Lack of budget continuity has greatly affected the library media specialist’s 
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ability to plan and his or her ability to buy quality new library books.  Many library 
media specialist have to settle for whatever books are offered through donations or what 
free used books are available at the Wake County Library book sales.  This is not the way 
to build a quality library media program. 
In these days of budget cuts and dwindling book budgets, a library media 
specialist must be proactive professionals and lobby for book funds with the principal, 
site-based management committee, staff, parents and community.  Some library media 
specialists feel that they are entitled to the fixed amount of book money received in pre 
school-based management days.  Maybe they are, but times have changed and library 
media specialists are forced to justify their needs.  Library media specialists need to have 
a three to five year collection development plan that shows what the SLMC needs and 
how much money it will cost to achieve that goal.  NCDPI needs to support these efforts 
by having a minimal book budget with which a library media specialist can plan. 
The principal influences the school in many ways, as seen by this study.  The data 
shows positive relationships between the number of principals and number of library 
media specialists at a school over time.  There was also a positive relationship between 
the average age of books in the library and the number of principals.  This could be due 
to the fact when the principals changes, it is often harder for the library media specialist 
to develop and stick to a collection development plan because each new principal has 
different ideas about the book budget for the SLMC.  
 A negative relationship also appeared between the turnover of library media 
specialists and the circulation per student.  This could possibly be due to the fact that the 
library media specialist must build relationships with students and staff, in order to 
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increase circulation.  When there is a revolving door of library media specialists, this 
relationship is not established or is weak.  Principals must understand the importance of 
continuity in the SLMC, not just in the library media specialist, but also in budgetary 
concerns and the principal’s support. 
NCDPI, Wake County Media Services and library media specialists must work 
together to educate the principals, school-based management committees, staff, parents 
and community on what are the needs and goals of the SLMC and what it will take to 
achieve them.   Library media specialists must market their needs in terms of the students 
and staff and how these plans will support the goals of the school.  If the library media 
specialist can get the staff to support the SLMC goals, this will help influence the 
principal.  Books can be obtained through donations, the library staff’s ability to “beg, 
borrow, or steal” and the promotion of a Friend of the Library group.  Library media 
specialists must be more resourceful in filling in the budgetary gaps for their aging 
collections.  They must be the professionals they were trained to be and make the 
principal and site-based management team more aware of the implications of school-
based management on the SLMC so that they will be more vigilant in their budgetary 
decision-making.  
Wake County Public School System wants to move in a positive direction in its 
quest to have 95% of all children be at or above grade level. The school library media 
center plays an important role in this quest and needs to be a supported key player.  Both 
NCDPI and WCPSS need to take a strong leadership role in their support of the SLMC 
and implement required minimum book budgets to help offsets some of the harmful 
affects that a negligent site-based management teams can cause.  The school system also 
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needs to take a leadership role in educating the site-based management teams on 
recommended funding levels for technology and media and the positive impact that a 
quality school library program can have on a school and its test scores. 
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